










































































ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND ARCHITECTURAL SURVEY OF THE POOLES MILL CORRIDOR

By 1900 the population of Orangeburg
County was 59,663, with African Americans otill
clominaﬁ.ng the population {41,442 or nearly 70%). By
this time tenancy had hecome £iJ:1:nIy established —
there were 8,408 farms in the county, with an average
size of just under 80 acres. Nearly 55% of the farms
(n=4,613) were opera’tecl Ly cash tenants.

Nevertheless, Orangeburg recovered with a
vengeance. By 1900 the county produced 1,172,520
bushels of corn, ranking it first in corn production. It's
nearest competitor was Sumter with 762,120 bhushels.
Otrangeburg also ranked first in cotton, producing
65,433 bales or 0.55 bale per acre {again its closest
competitor was Sumter County, which proclucecl
48,485 bales or 0.52 bale per acre). While a certain
amount of Orangel)urg's success was related to its size,

it seemns clear that the farms were genera.uy p:ro{:itauy
opera’cec].

Calhoun County emerged in 1908, created
from parte of -Omngehurg and Lexington counties. [t

was small however, accounting for only 377 square
miles. The population in 1910 was only 16,663.

By 1920 there were 8,558 farms in
Ora.ngelmrg Clounty, most of which (n=4,037 or 47%)
were between 20 and 49 acres in size. Two-thirds of
those farms were opera’cecl ]JyAJErican Americans. Of the
8,558 farms, 5,644 (66%) were operated by tenants
and 37% of these were share tenants, with an additional
25% being croppers.  Orangeburg County was
dominated ]ay an a,griculture focused solely on cotton
and designed to maximize profits to owners while
minimizing any }wpe for small farmers — black or
white — to ever own land.

The 1920s, however, were the beginning of the
end for cotton. Cotton and tobacco Pprices both
collapsed in 1920. This was followed by hoth droughts
and the boll weevil. Ec].gar ohserves that in 1930, “after
nearly a clecacie o£ c].i££'lculﬁes, South Carolina
agricultul:e was about to go under. Farmland and
]Juilc}.ings had lost more than one-half of their value.
One third of the state's farms were mortgaged, and 70
percent of the state’s farmers survived on borrowed

money” (Edgar 1998:485).
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In 1930 over 68% of all farms were opem‘ced
lay tenants. Only a third of these were opera.tecl lﬂy cash
tenants, with the bulk opera.tecl l)y other Jr.orms,
priman'ly s}:larecropping. The mortgage pro})lem was
worse in Omnge})urg than statewids — {'u.lly two-fifths
of the farms were morl:gaged., with the average mortdage

representing more than 40% of the farm’s value.

Cotton proclucﬁon continued to fall, with only
a briel upswing during the 19405 as a result of the war
effort. While Orangelnu:g is still part of South
Carolina's “cotton belt,” proc]nuﬁon has declined }Jy over
60% since 1949 and today less than 4% of the county's
harvested land is devoted to cotton. Of far greater
importance are aoyljea.ua, corn, wheat and specia.lty
crops, such as cucumbers, watermelons, and cantaloupes

{DeFrancesco 1988:2).




METHODS

Field Methods

The initially proposecl field ’cec]:miques involved
the placement of shovel tests at 100 to 200 foot
intervals. These tests would be Placecl along the
centerline of the corridor, with all £ill ljemg screened
t}n-ougl'l Y4 inch mesh. One transect, running down the

: centerline, was propose& ginoe f:he corric].or is only 76
feet wide. In areas of standing water no tests would be
excavated. In areas of goo& surlace Visi!:ni]ity (with
exposure of 75% or more of the groun& surface) a

edestrian survey would be used in conjunction mth
shovel testing. Alt]:lough some points were missing, the
centerline was staked at the time of our warlz, and
{o]lowing the corridor was ra]aﬁvely easy.

All soil from the shovel tests would he screened
t]:lrough Va inch mesh, with each test numbered
sequentially. Bach test would measure ahout 1 foot
fquare and would nor-xnaﬂy he taken to a c],epth of at
least 1.5 foot. All cultural remains would be collected,
except for s]:teﬂ, mortar, and lnriclz, which would be
quantitati"vely noted in the field and discarded. Notes
would be maintained for Prol(;iles at any sites

encounterecl.

Should sites (&e{:mec’i lzvy the presence of two or
more artifacts from either surface survey or shovel tests
within a 25 feet area) ke identiﬁecl, further tests would
be used to obtain data on site l)ouud.ari&s, artifact
quantity and cliversity, site integrity, and temporal
affiliation, These tests would be placed at 25 to 50 feet
intervals n a Bimple cruciform pattern until two
consecutive negative shovel tests were encountered. The
information required for comple’cion of South Carolina
Institute of Azchaeology and Antlltopology gite forms
would he collected and photogra.plls would be taken, if
warranted in the opinion of the field investigators.

We discovered that the corric].or, appro:dma.taly
9.8 miles in length, consisted of about 7.0 miles of

Wooclecl Patcels. In these areas conventional Bhovel

testing was conducted, althou.g]:l we occasioua]ly
encountered moist or wet soils, hampering screening.
This not so severe in any area that we op’red to
impIement testing at 200 feet intervals, There were
about 1.99 miles where the surface visibility was
adequate to allow a pedestrian survey. In most of these
areas the fields had been recen’cly cultiva’ced, pian’cecl,
and rained on, allowing excellent (90 to 100%) surface
vmllalllty Never’clleless, where fields were present both

shovel testing and a pedestrian SUrvey were conducted.

Approximately 0.66 mile of the corridor was
classified as wet — clenoﬁng either standing water or
soils so waterlogged that shovel tests filled with water as
they were ]Jeing excavated. In these areas no shovel
testing was comluctecl. These wet arcas were, howevar,
walked whenever the water was less than about 0.5 foot
&eep. As the water got &eeper, i:ypican'y only in the
swamp areas of the North Fork of the Edisto River, the
pedestrian survey was terminated.

Fina.uy, ahout 0.19 mile of the corridor
consisl:ecl or roa.&s. These arsas were not sl—xovel testecl.

As a result of this Worlz, a total of 475 shovel
tests were excavated at 100 foot intervals. Thirty-five
shovel tests were not excavatecl in areas o{ 11ow, wet soi}ﬁl
and an additional 10 shovel tests were not excavated
where ’tlley fell into roadways.

Axchitectural Survey .

Because this project will use s'mgle poles of a
very modest height, the architectural survey was limited
to structures with an APE defined as heing within 0.1
mile of the corridor. This Eﬂsenﬁauy limited the suxvey

! The tests not excavated were hetween stations 240
and 264 (at a tributary to Big Beaver Creek), 259 and 265
{at Big Beaver Creek), and 475 and 498 (at the North Fork
of the Bdisto River).
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METHODS

to ]:uuilc]ings either on, or im.mecliately a&jacent to, the

proposed line. This, of course, was relatively eagy to
determine since the corridor was staked in the field. For
any structures present we anﬁuipated complah'ng a
Statewide Survey Site Form with control numbers
assigned by the S.C. Department of Archives and
History.

Site Evaluation

Archacological sites will bhe evaluated for
further work based on the eligi]:ility criteria for the
National Register of Historic Places. Chicora
Foundation Only provicles an -opinion of National
Register eligibi]ity and the final determination is made
lay the lead federal agency in consultation with State
Historic Preservation Officer at the South Carolina
Department of Archives and History.

The criteria for eligibility to the National
Register of Historic Places is descrihed by 36CFR60.4,
which states:

the qua.llty of significa.nce in
American }u'sl:ory, arclﬁtecl:ure,
archaeology, engineering, and
culture i present in &is’tric’cs, sites,
]:nuildings, structures, and ol)jeo’ca
that possess integrity of locaﬁon,
clesign, setting, ma’cerials,

worlzmans}ﬁp, feeling, and

association, and

a. that are associated with events

that have made a signiﬁcant
contribution to the broad patterns
of our I*J.isfory,' or

b. that are associated with the lives
of persons signiﬁcan’c in our past;
or

c. that ern]:ocly the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, oI
method of construction or that
repregsent the work of a master, or
that possess high artistic values, or
that represent a aignificant and

distinguishable  entity  whose
components may lack individual
&is'l:i.ncﬁon; or

d. that have yieldecl, or may be
Iilzely to yial&, information
important in preln'story or history.

National Register Bullatin 30 (Tovmsencl et al.
1093) p::oﬁdes an evaluative process that coutains five
steps for forrning a clea.tly defined explicit rationale for
either the site's ehglln.hty or lack of ellgﬂnhty Bneﬂy,

these steps are:

® identification of the site’s data sets
or categories of archa.eological
information such as ceramics, htlu'ca,
subsistence remains, architectural
rernains, or sub-surface fea.i:urea;

% identification of the historic
context applicalale to the site,
provic]ing a framework for the

evaluative process;

# identification of the important
research questions the site miEI]n'c be
able to a&dress, given the data sets
and the context;

®  cvaluation of the site’s
archaeological integrity to ensure
that the data sets were su{'Eiciently

well preservecl to address the research
questions; and

® identification of important research
questions among all of those which
might be asked and answered at the
gite.

This aPPIOEC]J,. of course, has been Jevelopecl
for use c].ocumenting eligil:ility of sites ]:ueing ac‘cuaﬂy
nominated to the National Register of Historic Places
where the evaluative process must stand alone, with
Iela‘l:ively little reference to other documentation and
where typica.]ly only one site is l:eing considered. As a
result, some aspects of the evaluative process have been
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Bummarizecl, but we have tried to focus on each
arc]:laeologica.l site's ability to address Bigniﬁca,n’c
research topics within the context of its available data
sets.

For architectural sites the evaluative process was
somewhat different. Given the rela’cively limited
architectural data available for most of the properties,
we have focured on evaluati::lg these sites using National
Register Criterion C, focusing on the site's “distinctive
characteristics.” Key to this concept is the issue of
integrity, This means that the property needs to have
retained, assentiaﬂy intact, its physical identity from the
historic period.

Particular attention would be given to the
integrity of design, workmanship, and materiala. Design
includes the organization of space, proportion, scale,
technology, omamentation, and materials. As National
Register Bulletin 36 observes, “Recognizability of a
property, or the a.l:ullt'y of a property to convey its
Eigniﬁcance, depencls hrgely upon the &egtee to which
the c]esign of the property is intact” (Townsencl et al.
19093:18}. Worlzmanship is evidence of the artisan's
labor and skill and can apply to either the entire
property or to srpeciﬁc features of the property. F'i.uaﬂy,
materials — the phy'sical items used on and in the
property — are “of paramount importance under
Criterion (" (Townsend et al. 1993:19). Integrity here
is reflected by maintenance of the original material and
avoidance of repla.cernent materials.

Laboratorv Ana_lysis

The cleaning and anﬂlysis of artifacts was
conducted in Columbia at j:l:e Chicora Foundation
laboratories. These materials have been catalogued and
accessioned for curation at the South Carolina
[nstitute of Archaeology and Atd:i:lropology, the closest
regional rapository. The site forms for the identified
arclnaeological sites have been filed with the South
Carolina Institute of Archa.eology and Anthropology.
Field notes and pho’cograp]:lic materials have been
preparecl for curation using archival standards and will
be transferred to that agency as soon as the project is
oomplete.

Analyais of the historia collections followed

professiona].ly accepted standards with a level of
intensity suitable to the quantity and quality of the
remains. In general, the temporal, cultural, and
ty'pological classiﬁcaﬁo_ns of the historic remains follow
such authors as Cushion {1976), Godden (1964,
1985), Miller (1980, 1991), No&l Hume (1978),
Norman-Wilcox (1965),. Peirce (1988), Price (1670),
South (1977), and Walton {1976). Glass artifacts are
1clent1£lec1 using sources suc[n as ]ones (1986}, Jones and
Sullivan (1985), McKearin and McKearin (1972),
MoNally {1982, and Vose (19'75). Sutton and Azkush

(1996) Provide an excellent overview of a broad range of
other historic materials.




RESULTS

The intensive shovel testing and pe&estﬁan
survey identified four aro]jaeologioal sites, one historic
cemetery, and one architectural site on or a.cliacent to
the 9.8 mile corridor (Figures 13-15).

Three of the four arcllaeologica.l sites consist
of twentieth century domestic scatters, while one
appears to represent a trash clump from the last half of
the twentieth century., None of these sites are
recommended eligi]ale for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places. The cemetery is outside (hut
close to) the pro‘posecl corridor. Tt is recommended
potenﬁa].ly a]igilale under Criterion D, a]nllty to
contribute information. Tt will not, however , be affected
Ly the proposed unclerl:alzing. Fi.na.lly, one architectural
site was iclentiﬁed, a ca. 1900 farm complex, which
inchudes the two P:evibualy mentioned cemetery. This
site is little altered and is representative of a site type
which is ra.piclly clisappean‘ng. With additional research
we belicve this site is potentially eligible. Tt will not,
hourever, be affected iay the propose& umlertalaing.

Identified Archaeological Sites

collections were made. After the initial positive test a
series of two additional shovel tests to the south were
both negative, while one of three shovel tests to the west
was posttive and two of an additional fou.'r shovel tests to
the north were positive. The location of the easement at
the eclge of Shamrock Road to the east allowed only one
shovel test to be excavated to the east — it was positive,
Based on this distribution of positive shovel tests the
site is estimated to cover an area about 75 feet in
dinmeter.

The site is situated on a rir:].ge terrace about
2,000 feet northwest of a h'i]:mtary of Bolan Mill Creck
and about 3,000 feet northeast of Roc‘l'zy Swamp Creck.
The elevation of the site is about 320 feet AMSL. The
shovel tests reveal an old A horizon to a &eptll of0.9
foot consisting of a very dark gray brown (2.5YR4/2)
sand over_l'y'ing a ]ng'ﬁ: yeHoWing brown {LOYRG/4) sand
which extends to at least 1.8 feet (the maximum depth
of the shovel tests at this gite). All of the recovered
materials came from the upper 0.7 to 0.9 foot of the
tests, representing the A or possi]uly Ap horizon. This
goil profile is consistent with that of the Fuquay Sands,
on which the site is located. Topograplly in the area is
level with virhla]ly no slope.

380R230
7 Table 2.
S- . s
soatter of ﬁ:;o?i?;?ﬁfc?a ;Benie}ezgih:’c ::fia:; Artifacts Recovered from Shovel Testing at 380R230
24437 on the survey corridor (Figures 13 and
16), in & fallow agricaltural field just north of _ N150 N150 NI150 NI75 N200
a . .1 Axtifacts E150 E175 E200 E178 E175
a South Carolina Pipeline Company gas -
: Whiteware, undec. 3 2 ‘
easement. The central UTM coordinates for Whi Jocal 1
the site are 482400E 3710250N. The site is teware, doca
. Container glass, brm. 1 2
situated about 450 feet south of the C , | i 1 2 5 4
intersection of Shamrock Road and Firetower on’cafner glassy S
Road (S-132) Container glass, blue 1
’ Class, melted 1
The site was encountered clu.ting Eadl')ru © crutl 1 1
routine shovel testing and the field's swface Har & g}z?lg},m 1
v-un]nhty was less than 25%, so no surface Arness hxd, brass
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The historic
attifacts  recovered
from this site are
generauy late-
nineteenth or eatly—
twentieth century in
date. The presence of
the  decalcomania
wl:i’teware, however,
is indicative of a post
1901 date (Crrger et
al. 1082) and this
type of ware is still
laeing manufactured
‘tc-day (a.lthough
generally a 1926

mean date is ; Vool

assigned). 4 -t 2 v gt 2% N
The sit # ; S ol A '._7 d‘;ﬁ"“&\

being avoi d:cﬁ); :E: [Figure 17. View of 380R231 looking south from Begonia Road.

plow as late as 1974,

when it is shown as a lig]:ltly wooded tract on aerial
photographs (DeFrancesco 1988:Map 14). The
structure is also shown on the 1951 highway map.

This site appeats to represent a small,
twentieth century {arm or tenant site. It was occupiecl
into the 1950s, was still extant (although not
necessarily lived in} during the early 1970s, and had
been removed from the Ia.ndscape ljy {:he 1980s. It
terms of age alone it is questiona]ale if the site meets the
threshold for National Register e]:lgljalllty However,
even assuming that the site was initia]ly settled in the
1920s, prior to the downswing in agricultural activities
in the region, the artifact assem]:lage is very modest.
Only 26 artifacts were recovered from the five positive
shovel tests. No structural remains are present and no
evidence of ]:uelow—grade features were encountered.
Civen the nature of mechanized agnculi:ure in the area,
it is very un]i]aely that any shallow piers or other
architectural remains are lileely present. As a result, we
do not believe that this site can address significant
research questions appropriate for the period. We
recommend the site not eligﬂ:ule for inclusion on the
National Register and recommend no further
management activities.
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380R231

This site was first encountered in and around
Shovel Test 34 at station 149+12 on the survey
centerline. The site is situated on the south side of
Begonia Road about 3,400 feet southwest of its
intersection with SC 389 (Ninety Six Road). The
central UTM coordinates are 481590F 3713400N
(Figure 13). The site consists of a dump area of
pri.marily bottles and cans in close proximity to the
roa

The topography in the site area is very level
and the elevation is about 560 feet AMSL. The site
area is situated on a terrace between Carolina ]Jays to
the northwest and southeast, and a trihutary of Rocky
Swamp Creek about 3,000 feet to the south.

The site area is wooded, with the vicinity of the
site pn'man'ly in more xeric hardwoods and a few pines.
The surface visihility was about 25%, although many
bottles and cans were visible above the soil and leaf litter
(Figure 17).

A series of three additional shovel tests were
excavated to the south, only one of which proclucecl
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materials. This was consistent with the surface scatter
which extended in from the road about 40 feet. Two
tests were excavated to the east — both were negative,
again corresponding to the surface soatter, which
appeared to extend only 10 or so fest east of Shovel
Test 34. An additional four shovel tests were excavated
to the west, with the first two positive. This extended
the site about 60 feet to the west, off the gurvey
corridor. Using the combined shovel tests and surface
scatter the site mensures ahout 40 feet north-south by
about 70 feet east-west (Figure 18).

The shovel tests in this area reveal an A
horizon of dark gray (I0YR4/1) sand about 0.6 foot in
dep’cli 6ver1yi.n.g a very pale brown {10YRZ/4) sand to
about 0.9 foot. Below this, to the maximum depth of
the shovel tests, ahout 1.8 {feet, was a ye]low {L0YRZ/6)

sand. The soil profi.[es are consistent with Alpin Sands.
All of the artifacts were recovered from the upper 0.4

foot of soil.

The shovel test at N150R200 produced 11
fragments of olear glass. The test at N175R150
procluced eight &agments of an unidentifiable ceramic
with a gray ]Jo&y and a white g]aze or slip, one Bayer
Aspirin clear glass }JD‘H:IG, and 17 fragments of clear
glass. The shovel test at N175R175 produced 13
{rapments of brown glass, seven [ragments of green
container glaas, and two {mgments of wire. At
N175E200 we recovered one clear glass bottle, and four
can fragmants. All of these materials are mid to late
twentieth century.

No structures are shown at this location on the
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1951 highway map and we found no evidence in the
shovel tests that these remains include any structural
debris. The site appears to represent a refuse &eposi’c or
clump area in a wooded aren on the side of an
imL_requent}y traveled county road. The recovered
materials (and those not cuuected) suggest that the site
was used from perllaps the late 19508 t]aroug]:l the early
1970s {there are no new cans or plastic items among
the debris, suggesting that clumping activity stoppecl
arouncl tlle early 19705).

While this site might co.nceiva]:)ly contain the
data sets suitable to address mercantile patterns or
consumer choice issues, the quality of the data is
uncertain. Being unable to determine whether these
remains reflect multiple householcls, one househola., or
perha.ps even the remains of an extended farnily, make
the research proljlematic. As a result, we recommend
the site not eligible for inclusion on the National
Register and

Station 3560+87 and the central UTM coordinates are
4833G0E 3718410N. The site is about 2,400 feet
northwest of the intersection of SC 394 and Delray
Drive (a county r:oacl) (Figure 14).

The site is eituated in plantecl pines cn a gouth
faciug riclge slope. The topograp]:ly slopes up to the
north and there is a moderate amount of grounclcover,
with about 26% surface ws1]31]1ty The nearest water
source is a tributary of Big Beaver Creek, about 2,000
feet to the southwest.

With the identification of materials in the
initial two shovel tests spaced 100 feet part, additional
testa at 25-foot intervals were excavated in order to
determine the site boundaries (Figure 19). In all, 21
shovel tests were excavated at this site, with seven being
positive, Based on the limits of subsurface materials the
site is estimated fo measire about 160 feet north-south

recommend no
additional
management
activities.

380Rz32 | Astifacts

Artifacts Recovered from 380R232

N150 N175 N175 N250 N275 N275 N300

Table 3. ’

Bi75 Eis0 E175 E175 E150 E1758 E175 Surlace

Whiteware, undec 1 1 4

This W]:Ii’fsware, gm tp 1
gite  was Lirst Yellowware, annular 1
encountered in Porcelain, white, undec 1
S]:love[ Tests POrcelain, W]:lite, decal )
299 and 2973 Stoneware, bm 8g 1
during the Stoneware, gray sg 5
corridor  survey, Stoneware, Bristol ext 1
Baged on these Ceramics, burnt 4
two positive tests Container gla.ss, clr. 1 5
an additional 19 Container gla.as, agqua 3
shovel tests were Container glass, L. grn. 1
excavated at the Container glass, bhue 1 1
site, with five Gl“z melted 1 4 2 17

lus the original Key agment 1

t(zro tests) }Jgeing Window glass 2 2
positive, A amall Nail, machine cut 1
surface ol Hardware, nut/holt
lection was also UID iron Etagmen’cg 3
made during the 3
S;i;j}e e : tp = transfer printed; sg = salt-glazed
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l)y 50 feet east-west and to be confined to the survey
corridor.

The shovel tests revealed an Ap horizon to a’

depth of 1.0 foot consisting of a very dark gray brown
(.25YR4,/2} sand often mixed with yeﬂow sand and wood
debris. This was found overlying a ]ight yellowish brown
{10YR6/4) sand which extends to at least 1.8 fest (t]:e
maximum depth of the shovel tests at this site). All of
the recovered materials came from the upper 0.7t 0.9
foot of the tests, representing the Ap horizon. This soil
proﬁle is consistent with that of the Fuquay Sands, on
which the site is located. The shovel tests also contained
abundant charcoal and ash in this upper Ap horizon.
While this may represent bumning to remove a structure
prior to planting pines, few of the racavered artifacts
were burned. It is more ].i]ately that this represents
]aurm'ng of bulldozed trash piles from previous logging.
This would also account for the very disturbed soils
encountered in the shovel testing.

The artifacts recovered from the sité are
itemized in Table 3. All of the materials appear
consistent with a mid-twentieth century site. There are .
of course, some items that are of‘teu assigne& ea.rlier
dates. For example, green transfer printecl whiteware is
typically given a date range of 1826-1875, and
yellowware is often given a range of 1826-1880. Yet for
both we know that modern equiva.[en’cs are gtill ]:eing
proclucetl. Orser and his coHeagues, given the nature of
the site they were woﬂdng with, expan&e& the date range
of yellowware to 1900 and transfer printed whitewares
to 1925 (Orser ot al, 1982:64'2). Even machine cut
nails are still }Jemg produce& and can be rea&i]y aoqmrecl
at any hardware store,

This site is shown on the 1951 highway map,
but the area had been plantecl in Hmber l:y 1974,
suggesting that the site was abandoned pro]oa.laly I)y
about 1960. There are a number of artifacts present at
the site, but they represent a fai:}y limited range, with
ou.[y Litchen and architectural remains {as well as the
one hardware item) ]:ueing present. The variety of the
data sets, tl'lerefore, is not great. Nor did the shovel
teats reveal any evidence of features. In fact, it appears
that whatever rnig]a’c have heen here has been thoroughly
disturhed ljy silvaculture.

34

It seems unlll'r:ely that the remains are capal)le
of adcltessing significant research questions.
Consec_[uently, the site is recommended not eligible for
inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places
and no additional management activities are
recommended.

380R233

Site 3B0OR233 is situated about 200 feet
Bouth of Saddleoreek Lane and the gite's central UTM
coordinates are 483150E 3722230N. The site was
first encountered in Shovel Test 316 at Station
457+20. The site is situated on a relatively broad
northeast facing terrace about 2,200 feet southwest of
the Edisto River. There are several tributaries of the
Edisto which run as close as about 2,000 feet to the
gite.

The site is in an area of mixed pine and
hardwood, Surface vusdnllty is limited to about 10% and
the grmmclcover is moderate to dense in some areas. To
the west of the corridor is an area of plum trees,
pro}Ja.Bly representing an old orchard associated with the
site. To the norl:hwe&t, and off the survey corr'lclor, are
the burned remains of a structure which is lilaely
associated with the materials recovered. At the north
end of the site there 1s & single brick pier which appears
to be in situ, although no other above grade remains

were identified in the immediate area.

A series of 14 shovel tests were excavated to
further examine the site. Three were placed to the east,
three were placecl to the sout]:l, three to the ]:101"!:}1, and
five were excavated to the west (’calzing the boundaries
outside the corridor). Of the 17 tests excavated in the
gite area, 10 were positive. Based on these shovel tests R
the site is estimated to measure about 150 feet north-
south by at least 150 east-west. The site extends outside
the corridor to the west, and possil:ly to the nort]nwes’c,
so the total extent of the site is unknown.

The shovel tests at this site exhibit an A
horizon of dark gray {(10YR4/1) sand about 0.5 foot in
depth overlying a very pale hrown (LOYRZ/4) sand to
about 0.9 foot. Below this, to the maximum depth of
the shovel tests, about 1.8 feet, was a ye].low (10YR7/6)
sand. The soil pro{iles are consistent with Alpin Sands.
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Table 4.
Artifacts Recovered from 380R233

N150 N175 N200 N200 NZ200 N200 N200 N200 N225 N250
Artifacts E225 E225 E125 E150 B175 E200 E225 E250 R225 B225
Whiteware, undec. 4 3 1 2 1
Whitewaze, gilt 1
Container glus, olr. 2 1 14 11 32 6 4 8
Container glaes, brn. 2 1 2 5 1 2
Container glass, grn. 1 1 1 1
Container g].a.a.s, It gm. 2 1
Container glsas, milk gla.an 1 1
Window glnnu 2 2 2 4 3 3
Nail, roofing 1
Nal_l, wire 2
Bolt fragment 1
Slate fragment 1
Mortar fragments 3

Table 4 reveals the range of materials collected
from this site. The collection is dominated by gla.ss,
suggesting a fairly late date for the aaseml)lage or at
least that the site had = long odcupation span. The
whiteware is not parﬁcularly 1‘)911){\11 for Anﬁng, but the
one gilt specimen is suggestive of a post-1900 date
(Orser et al. 1982:64:2). The other remains, while not
ogering a speciﬁc date, are most similar to asseml)lages
post-dating about 1940. The 1951 ]:lig]:mray map fails

to show this site, suggesting that it may post-c]a’ce even
this.

This site does possess a range of data ssts. The
artifacts, like many late historio assem.uagea, include
only kitchen and architecture remains. The pite,
however, does possess at least the one piexr feature.
Neverl:lleless, given the late cla.’ce, we are doubtful that
this site has the al)]]lty to address Eigniﬁcant research
questions. By the 1950s agrioultural tenancy had been
grea’cly reduced in the project area, while there was an
upswing in cash or day labor. There are a variety of tools
for examining this, most no{:aljly the census records. We
do not believe that archa.eological studies are par’ciculaxly
appropriate, As a result, we recommend this site as not
eligﬂ)le for inclusion on the National Register of
Historic Places. No additional management activities
are recommended.

380R235 — Gleaton Family Ceme‘l:ery
This site is situated about 600 feet northwest
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of the intersection of Shamrock (S-279)and Firetower
roa,clg in the middle of a cultivated ﬁelcl, with a grassed
two-rut road lear]ing to it from Shamrock Road. The
central UTMs are 482250E 3170450N and the
cemetery is situated about 400 feet west of the survey

corridor.

This is a f:sunily gravayarcl in use from the mid-
nineteenth century tl-u'oug]n the mid-twentieth century
and it includes approximately 30 burials with markers,
most ]:lei.ng "Cleatons.” The newer monuments are
dominated Ly granite, typicauy dies on bases. The older
markers include a variety of different forms, incluc]ing
several ped&ﬂtal tombs (a type of obelisk), typicauy in

marl)le -

The cemetery is situated on the northeast eclge
of the nc].ge and was ljlee}y p].aced here not only for its
elevation, but also so that it would be visible from the
(leaton farmstead to the northeast of the cemetery
(cliscu.sae& below as architectural site 2180128). The
site is on Dothan SO_ils, althouglq no shovel tests were
conducted in the cemetery.

This site is recommended potentiauy eligi}Jle
for inclusion on the National Register based on its
a.l:i]jf:y to contribute to lzioa.nthropological data
concerning relatively small Upper Coastal Plain family
popu.lations. The cemetery exhibits considerable time
&epth, allowing for diachronic studies of the population.
There are a number of exa.mples of this type of
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investigation, most
nota}nly Scurcy and
Rathbun's (1991) ‘
work with a
colonial popula’don
in the South |
Carolina low
country, as well as
the extensive
bioantllropological
work repr&eeutecl
by such studies as
Rose's (1985)
investigation of an
African American
oemetery in
Arkansas or the
work I)y the
Southeast
- Archaeological
Center at a small

Figure 21. Gleaton Family Cemetery, view to the west.

{a,mi.ly cemetery on
the Natchez Trace {Atkinson and Turner 1987).

The cemetery, t]:u:ougl'_l both coffin hardware
and markers, is ]Jl:ze]y able to address s1gm£cant research
in status and ethnici‘l'y. One interesting example of such
work includes the research by Goodwin (1981) at
Lancaster County, Virginia cemeteries. Others ae
presented by Meyer's (1989) edited work Cemeteries and
Gravemarkers: Voices afAmerican Culture.

Unlike cemeteries eligi]ale under Criteria A, B,
or C, those evaluate under Criterion I} do not need to
meet the special requirements of the Criteria
Considerations. The primary issues under Criterion D)
are integrity of location, clesign, materials, and
association, with integrity of getting often agsisting in

t].'l.E evaluative process.

Location refers to the actual physical place.
This cemetery exhibits integrity of location. It has not
been moved and the location is the same as when it was
first laegun —an agrimﬁh::al field in close proximity to
the family farmstead. Design, in reference to
arc]naeological sites, means the patterning of features
and areas. This cemetery exhibits very }ugh integrity of
clesign. Monuments clearly mark graves, indicated ljy

sunken areas. There has been no I:ru_uclozmg or other
disturbance of the cemetery. Integrity of materials
g-enarally refers to the completenésa and preservation of
the asseml)lage. There is no evidence of disturbance or
c]a:mage to the cemnetery. The stones are in goocl
condition and c]ear_ly associated with individual graves.
There is no apecna.l concern Iegarc].ing the soils — graves
have been found capable of provic].ing both metric and
non-metric data in similar soils. Coffin hardware is also
likely preserved by the sandy soils. Integrity of
association, under Criterion D , means only that there
is a clear connection between the research questions and
the data sets. There are a variety of research questions
which this cemetery may address, so we believe that this
association is well established. Fina]ly, integrity of
getting includes the iotal lanc]soape, incluc].ing both
natural and man-made features. C[early there has been
little alteration of the landscape. Much of this area still
relains a rural agricultural la.ndscape.

Moreover, the £anul'y is still tied to the la.nd, 30
it would be very easy to obtain first-hand demograp})ic
data concerning the health and other attributes of the
individuals in the cernetery. This close connection
between arc}laeological resource and modern populaﬁon
is not always present. In cemetery research it must be
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considered an especia.]ly important bonus,

While the site is recommended eligible, it will
not be affected I:;y the Proposecl under’talzing and no
additional management activities are recommended.

Identified Historic Resources

No historic rescurces were identified within the
proposed corridor. As a reeult, this proposecl
undertalzing will not have any direct affect on any
historic structures, sites, or objects in the project area.
The study did, ]nowever, ic].en’f'ﬂ:y one lliatoric regource
within the 0.1 mile APE. This farm complex is Lneﬂy
discussed helow

U/75/0000/2180128
This farm cornPIex, known as the Gleaton

farm or the Ralph Gleaton House, is situated on
Shamrock Road

Alterations to the structure include concrete
block infill atound the original brick foundation piers,
a one-room rear ac].diﬁon, decorative shutters added to
the front facacle, and screening on the rear porch.

Associated with the farmhouse is a two-story
wood frame barn with a end-to-front ga]:de metal roof
which is ’coday in dﬂapidatecl condition. Also present is
a wood shed with an end-to-front metal ga}ale 1'00{, with
shed extensions on the right and left sides. A wood
frame garagde sits behind the house. Several other farm
]:nn.lclmgs are in the same complex (Figure 22). To the
southwest of the farm complex, and ass1gnec1 number
2180128.01, is the Gleaton Family Cemetery,
previously disoussed as 380OR235.

This site has received only minor alterations
and exhibits considerable integrity of locaﬁon, as is
illustrated by Figure 22. With additional historical
reseaxch and documentation it is likely that the site has

(8-279), L8 miles —————
Bout]:t-southwee’c of
its junction with

SC 389, The
postal route
address is 675

Shamrock Road.
The complex is
situated back
about 500 feet
from the roa.cl, just
within the
examined 0.1 mile
APE.

The site
consists of a 132
story weather-

hoarded farmhouse
with a cross ga]ale

Fxgu.re 22. Gleaton fa.rrn complex, site Uf75/ 0000/21801“8 lookmg northeast

roo£, built about
1900. Tt exhibits a
centered front ga]:le with textured sln'.ugles and the 6/6
window in the front ga}:)le has side]ights. The front door
also exhibits sidelights and the porch, found on the

front facade and rig]at elevaﬁon, exhibits chamfered
posts.
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the poten’cial 1o be e]igi]:le for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places.

The proposecl undertaking, however, will be
situated on the opposite side of the road as the farm
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complex. Moreover, there is a].reacly a powerline
casement in this area, as shown 1)}' Figure 22, with a
pole in the viewshed of the complax.

The propose& Pooles Mill line will be no more
intrusive than what is alreacly present. Hence, we do not
believe there will be an impact. However, if possible, we
recommend that the line be Llesignecl to maximize the
distance of the poles from the house to further assist in
l)uHering the viewshed.
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This study involved the examination of a 9.8
mile corridor for Central Electric Power Cooperative
running from an existing Aiken Electric Power
Cooperative substation at the intemection of Juniper
Street (S-184) and Shamrock Road in western
Orangel:urg County northward aaross Big Beaver Creek
and the North Fork of the Edisto River, terminating at
a new Aiken Electric Power Cooperative substation on
US 178, just within Orangeburg County. The proposed
con-idor, 75 feet in wi&th, is intended for the placement
of aingle poles, typicaﬂy about 50 feet in lleigll’c. Asa
result, the proposecl unr:ler’caleing is an’cicipate& to have
little visual intrusion. An area of potential effect (APE)
about 0.1 mile on either side of the corridor has been

exarni_necL .

We determined that there were no previous
archaeological sites identified in the study area and that
there had been no previous architectural surveys in the
vicinity. Nor were there any National Repister listed
sites in or adjacent to our s‘cud'y corridor.

Much of the corridor consists of wooded
pal:cels and, in {a.d:, only a.pproximately 1.99 miles were
suf:Eicien’cly open and had sufficient surface visi]aility to
allow a peclea‘tria,n survey (concluotecl in conjunction with
the shovel test investigation). Only about 0.66 mile of
the corridor consists of poorly drained soils or areas with
s’canc]jng water, water ioggecl soi]s, Or gwamp. The shovel
testing was conducted at 100 foot intervals with
pedﬁ;trian survey also undertaken in those areas with
goocl surface visil:i]jty.

Of the four recovered ocourrences of cultural
remains found in the corridor (380R230-233), three
represent twentieth century domestio sites and one
represents a twenticth century road-side trash &eposit.
These sites were evaluated for their potenﬁa.l to address
significant research questions, All were found to consist
of small data sets and in several cases to have suffered
extensive damage from silvaculture or other activities.
Asa resuj.t, we have recommendea none of the sites as

e].igi]ale for inclusion on the National Register of
Historic Places. As sucln, no additional management
activities are recommended at these sites, Pencling the
review and concurrence }Jy the lead federal agency and

the Soutli Carolina State Historic Preservation OHice.

Also identified was the Gleaton Family
Cemetery (380R235). This site is recommended
potentially e]igi]:;le for inclusion on the National
Register because of its potential to contribute significant
Lioan’chropological data on a emall Upper Coastal
populafion, as well as to provi&e research into status and
ethnici‘cy. This cemetery, however, is situated outside
the propose& corridor and will not be affected Ly the
undertalang

An examination of the corridor and areas
immediately adjacen’c to it identified on architectural
site, the Cleaton farm complex (Uf75/0000/2180128).
This eomp[ex, including the Gleaton Family Cemetery,
is recommended potentia.ﬂy e]igible for inclusion on the
National Register with additional historical research.
We do not })elieve, llowever,. that the unclertalmng will
affect this farm complex. There is cun-ently a utility
corridor in the viewshed and the proposecl Pooles Mill
line will not further affect the site. .

It is poaﬂil:le that arc]nasologica.l remains may
be encountered in the corridor cluring construction
achivities. As always, the uﬁlity's contractors should be
advised to report any discoveries of concentrations of
artifacts (such as bottles, ceramics, or projectile points}
or brick rubble to the project engineer, who should in
turn report the material to the State Historic
Preservation Office, or Chicora Foundation (tlle
process of &eahng with late discoveries is discussed in
36CFR800.13(h)(3)). No further land altering
activities should take place in the vicinity of these
discoveries until t]'ley have been examined }Jy an
arc]:aeologist and, if necessary, have been processecl

accor&ing 1o 36CFRE00. 13(13) (3).
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